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REMARKS / DISCUSSION OF ISSUES 

Claims 1 and 3-19 are pending in the application. 

Applicants thank the Examiner for acknowledging the claim for priority and 
receipt of certified copies of all the priority document(s), as well as consideration of 
the information disclosure statement. 

By means of the present amendment, the current Abstract has been deleted 
and substituted with the enclosed New Abstract which better conforms to U.S. 
practice. 

By means of the present amendment, claims 1 and 3-12 are amended for 
non-statutory reasons, such as to correct one or more informalities, and/or to replace 
European-style claim phraseology with American-style claim language. The claims 
are not narrowed in scope and no new matter is added. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner provisionally rejected claims 1-17 under the 
judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being 
unpatentable over a copending Application No. 10/510,261. The Examiner indicated 
that a terminal disclaimer may be used to overcome this rejection. This rejection is 
respectfully traversed. However, it is respectfully submitted that Applicants will 
consider filing a terminal disclaimer, if necessary in view of any allowable claims, 
upon indication that the present application is otherwise allowable or includes 
allowable claims. 

In the Office Action, claims 15-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 as 
allegedly directed to non-statutory subject matter. Without agreeing with the 
Examiner, and in the interest of furthering the prosecution and expediting allowance 
of the present Application, claims 15-16 have been amended for better form that 
more clearly recites statutory subject matter. It is respectfully requested that the 
rejection of claims 15-16 under 35 U.S.C. §101 has been overcome and withdrawal 
of this rejection is respectfully requested. 

In the Office Action, claims 8 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, 
second paragraph as allegedly indefinite. Applicants respectfully traverse and 
submit that the specification describes estimating and predicting the residual signal 
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from the principle signal, such as described in connection with FIGs 5-6, e.g., on 
page 12, lines 12-16, and page 13, lines 11-16 of the specification. Accordingly, 
withdrawal of this rejection of claims 8 and 12 is respectfully requested. 

The Office Action rejects claims 1, 3-5, 7, 9-11, 13-14 and 16-17 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(b) over U.S. 4,589,127 (Loughtin). Further, claim 2 is rejected under 35 
U.S.C. §1 03(a) over Loughlin in view of U.S. 5,291,557 (Davis). Claims 8 and 12 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over Loughlin in view of U.S. 5,812,971 (Herre). It 
is respectfully submitted that claims 1 and 3-19 are patentable over Loughlin, Davis 
and Herre for at least the following reasons. 

The rejected claims are patentable over Loughlin, Davis and Herre at least 
because those references, taken individually or in combination, do not teach or 
suggest all the elements recited in independent claim 1 , and similarly recited in 
independent claims 10 and 13-19, which requires for example (illustrative emphasis 
provided): 

transforming at least the first and second signal 
components by a predetermined transformation into a 
principal signal including most of the signal energy and at 
least one residual signal including less energy than the 
principal signal, the predetermined transformation being 
parameterised by at least one transformation parameter; 
and 

representing the multichannel signal at least by the 
principal signal and the transformation parameter; and 

adaptively determining the transformation parameter 
based on at least the first and second signal 
components . 

Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that independent claims 10 and 13-17 
are allowable. In addition, claims 3-9, 11-12 and 18-19 are allowable at least 
because they depend from independent claims 1 and 10, as well as for the 
separately patentable elements contained in each of the dependent claims. 
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In view of the foregoing, applicants respectfully request that the Examiner 
withdraw the objection(s) and/or rejection(s) of record, allow all the pending claims, 
and find the application in condition for allowance. If any points remain in issue that 
may best be resolved through a personal or telephonic interview, the Examiner is 
respectfully requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed 
below. 

Respectfully submitted, 




Thorne & HALAJIAN, LLP 

Applied Technology Center 
1 1 1 West Main Street 
Phone: (631)665-5139 
Fax: (631)665-5101 



Reg. 39,703 

Attorney for Applicant(s) 
July 30, 2007 
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